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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claim 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over US 
6427198 to Berglund et al. in view of US 6691205 to Zilberman. Referring to claim 1, 
Berglund et al. disclose a method of updating programmable device configuration code 
stored in an EEPROM of a system, the system having separate management and 
system processors (From line 20 of column 1, "Devices that may be included in a 
computer system include a configuration processor that performs configuration and 
initialization operations during system initialization, one or more central processing units 
(CPUs), one or more riser cards having attached memory cards, such as dual in-line 
memory modules (DIMMs), and other components."), comprising executing a sequence 
for updating programmable device configuration code on a management processor of 
the system, the sequence for updating programmable device configuration code further 
comprising the steps of: erasing the EEPROM (Wherein altering an EEPROM entails 
electrically erasing the programmable read only memory).; writing at least one block of 
configuration code to the EEPROM (From line 52 of column 1, "In such case, before the 
system can function with the new configuration, the configuration processor code would 
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have to be updated to reflect this new configuration. This complicates altering the 
system configuration because any change will have to be accompanied by a change to 
the configuration processor code by modifying the configuration memory, e.g., PROM, 
EEPROM "). Although Berglund et al. do not specifically disclose checking for errors 
after writing the at least one block, the errors including failure of a FIFO to empty, and 
retrying the step of writing at least one block upon error, an error from a FIFO failing to 
empty and a subsequent retry is known in the art. An example of this is shown by 
Zilberman, from line 50 of column 3, "In the case where the data of a system's logical 
block N is written (FIG. 1 ) onto the flash media from memory buffer A, the data of logical 
block N+1 is being simultaneously received from the host interface to the memory buffer 
B. Here and in the following descriptions, the "logical block" stands for one or more host 
system transfer units (sectors). The size of the "logical block" is determined by the 
convenience and performance of the flash operations. For example in the case of AND 
or NAND-technology flash, it could be set to the page size of the used flash array. The 
stream of data transferred from the host is viewed by the storage system as a sequence 
of logical blocks N, N+1 , N+2, etc. If there are only 2 logically independent memory 
buffers, upon completion of the data transfer into B, software should wait for the 
completion of the flash write operation from A and inspect the flash write status. If the 
write operation has failed, it can be retried at another place of the flash media. When 
the write operation is successful, memory buffer A can be considered empty and, two 
new simultaneous transfers can be initiated: block N+1 from the memory buffer B to the 
flash media and block N+2 from the host interface to the memory buffer A." A person of 
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ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention would have been motivated to retry 
the write to flash from a non-empty buffer because, from line 65 of column 3 of 
Zilberman, "the write operation has failed". Further, although Berglund et al. and 
Zilberman do not specifically disclose said EEPROM may comprise EEPROMs, using 
multiple modules of memory to store data is notoriously well known in the art. An 
example of this is a memory bank comprising multiple memory units. A person of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention would have been motivated to use 
multiple memory units because it provides more storage space. 
3. Claim 2 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over US 
6427198 to Berglund et al. in view of US 6691205 to Zilberman as applied to claim 1 
above above, and further in view of US 5894571 to O'Connor. Although Berglund et al. 
in view of Zilberman do not specifically disclose the step of verifying that a file contains 
configuration code compatible with the system, having configuration code that is 
compatible with the system is known in the art. An example of this is shown by 
O'Connor, from line 50 of column 3, "It is advantageous that the disclosed method 
reduces technical support and warranty costs of the manufacturer. The software 
configuration written to CD-ROM is a verified combination of software components that 
is known to be compatible with the assembled hardware components. If a problem 
arises in subsequent operation of the computer system, the original software 
configuration can be restored simply and efficiently from the CD-ROM." A person of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention would have been motivated to verify 
configuration code compatibility because, from line 50 of column 3 of O'Connor, "It is 
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advantageous that the disclosed method reduces technical support and warranty costs 
of the manufacturer." 

Allowable Subject Matter 

4. Claims 4-8 are allowed. 

5. The following is an examiner's statemint of reasons for allowance: Referring to 



claims 4-8, the prior art does not teach or fair 



y suggest verifying compatibility of the file 



with the serial bus, in the scope and context of claim 4. 

Any comments considered necessary by applicant must be submitted no later 
than the payment of the issue fee and, to avoid processing delays, should preferably 
accompany the issue fee. Such submissions should be clearly labeled "Comments on 
Statement of Reasons for Allowance." 

6. Claim 3 is objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but would 
be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the base 
claim and any intervening claims. Referring to claim 3, the prior art does not teach or 
fairly suggest, in light of the parent claim, the step of verifying that a file contains 
configuration code compatible with the system comprises polling a JTAG bus of the 
system to determine the configuration of the JTAG bus, and comparing the 
configuration with a configuration stored in the file. 

Conclusion 

7. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

US 4914576 to Zelley et al. 
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US 5101490 to Getson, Jr. et al. 
US 5343478 to James et al. 
US 6044025 to Lawman 
US 6255849 to Mohan 
US 6501682 toYoshida 
US 6526332 to Sakamoto et al. 
US 6614259 to Couts-Martin et al. 
US 6622206 to Kanamaru et al. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Gabriel L. Chu whose telephone number is (703) 308- 
7298. The examiner can normally be reached on weekdays between 8:30 AM and 5:00 
PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Robert W. Beausoliel, Jr. can be reached on (703) 305-9713. The fax 
phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 
703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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